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Editorial: 
More hostile fire from the BBC 


Waterloo Road is a popular BBCI drama about life in a comprehensive school in the 
north of England. It has been described as “Grange Hill for adults”, which may give you 
qd flavour of it. It is hardly edifying viewing! However, | was sufficiently intrigued by one 
theme running through the latest series that | tuned in to the final episode to see how it 
would be handled by the programme-makers. What was the theme? No less than the 
debate about the teaching of creation in UK schools! 


Earlier in the series, to set the scene, a local entrepreneur called Roger Aspinall had 
expressed an interest in turning the school into Rochdale’s first City Academy — causing 
deep divisions among the teaching staff. 


Then Jerry Preston, a wealthy and “religious” American bought out Roger’s business 
— and his investment in the academy. Soon Jerry was forcing the staff into prayer 
meetings and encouraging the pupils to abandon their interest in dinosaurs to further 
his “creationist” agenda! 


| suppose it should not really surprise me that the BBC, which has taken every opportunity 
in the past to promote evolution and attack creation in its documentary programmes, 
should now do the same using the medium of drama — but the bigotry of the propaganda 
in this programme still managed to shock me. 


Throughout the episode, Christians who believe in creation were caricatured, ridiculed, 
belittled and generally portrayed as sinister, unscrupulous, manipulative, obnoxious, 
insensitive and crass. Teachers were shown reacting in horror at the very thought 
that children might be taught creationism. “Why can’t anyone else see where this is 
heading?”, asked one. “Back to the dark ages.” 


Another teacher was shown giving an impromptu speech to a school assembly in which 
he said: “Fundamentalism has no place in schools, especially among those that run and 
fund them. It leads to the burning of books by small-minded and ignorant people.” He 
was shown provoking the children to laughter at the very idea that people might believe 
in the actual existence of Noah and the Ark. 


Near the end, one “brainwashed” pupil was shown finally admitting that she had been 
“a pillock” to believe in creationism because, after all, she’d seen fossils for herself on the 
internet — as if the very existence of fossils was an argument for evolution! 


It seemed clear to me that the intention behind this production was to whip up fear and 
loathing of creationists — especially in the educational sphere. The viewer was left in 
no doubt that creationists are very bad people indeed — and that they‘re out to corrupt 
schools and their pupils. This is, of course, completely contradicted by the research 
data which shows that schools educating their pupils within a creationist framework 
are turning out emotionally well-adjusted young people who do better than average 
academically (including in science). And if last year’s losos MORI poll (commissioned by 
the BBC itself) is to be believed, this twisted presentation was also a gratuitous insult to 
a substantial proportion of the viewing public, a good number of Christians and many 
teachers among them. 


How much lower can the BBC sink in its efforts to promote the secularist agenda in the 
nation’s living rooms? @ 


Paul Garner 


Correction to Origins 45 


Despite our best efforts at proof- 
reading and fact-checking, we 

find that mistakes still occasionally 
creep in! The review of Todd Wood's 
monograph A Creationist Review and 
Preliminary Analysis of the History, 
Geology, Climate, and Biology of the 
Galapagos /slands was written by 
Tim Brophy (as correctly noted on 
pages 3 and 23), not Colin Reeves 
(as incorrectly stated on page 22). 
We offer our sincerest apologies to 
Dr Brophy and Professor Reeves for 
this error. 








The ostrich: a wonder of God‘s creation 
J. H. John Peet 


We are offen encouraged in the Bible to observe and 
study the animals that God has made. In this article, 
Dr John Peet outlines some of the valuable lessons 
we can learn from considering the ostrich — thoughts 
inspired by God's ‘creation talk’ in Job 39. 


Bone of Contention 


Why evolutionism is wrong and creation is right 
Sylvia Baker 


This is the dramatic story of how the author of Bone 

of Contention went to study biology at university as an 
evolutionist — and left as a creationist! We learn what 
brought about this radical change of mind and are 
shown that evolution is not a purely scientific theory 

— it is an alternative belief system designed to do away 
with the Creator. 


Bone of Contention - its history and influence 
Sylvia Baker 


The popular magazine-format book, Bone of 
Contention, was first published in 1976 and since then 
it has been enormously influential in helping people 
come to sound creationist convictions — both in the UK 
and overseas. Here, its author tells the story of how the 
book came to be written and how it continues to have 
an impact to the present-day. 


‘Back to creation basics’: a personal journey of faith 
Bob Allen 


A Baptist pastor explains how Sylvia Baker’s Bone of 
Contention revolutionised his thinking about creation. 
From being a ‘liberal evangelical’, weak on the doctrine 
of inspiration, Bob Allen came to realize that God’s 
Word could be trusted wholeheartedly from the 

very beginning. 


Visit to Poland 
Sylvia Baker 


In April 2007, Sylvia Baker and Paul Garner of the 
Biblical Creation Society joined Professor Werner Gitt of 
Germany to take part in a major creation conference 
held in the city of Poznah, west-central Poland. This 
encouraging report reveals the advances being made 
in spreading the creation message in this former 
communist state. 
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‘Old or new’ or ‘Old and new’ 
Kevin Charman 


Microbes stunningly similar to those still found in 

the modern day were recently reported from amber 
supposedly 220 million years old. Microbiologist Kevin 
Charman suggests that the remarkable preservation 
and stability of these microbial communities is 
consistent with creationist thinking concerning the 
origin and age of living organisms. 


Violence in netherland 
William Worraker 


Astronomers investigating the population of icy objects 
orbiting the Sun beyond Neptune are finding evidence 
that they had an extremely violent history. William 
Worraker says that this may be a clue concerning 

the catastrophic events associated with the Flood 
judgement of Noah’s day. 


The foundations of our faith. 7: 
The doctrine of salvation 
J. H. John Peet 


God's gracious work of salvation is nothing less than 

a glorious restoration of the created order. Our series 
on ‘foundations’ continues with a look at what the Bible 
tells Us about soteriology (the theology of salvation) 
and the atonement — biblical doctrines that are under 
attack in our day, even from professing evangelicals. 


The creation of man: part 1 
Geoff Thomas 


In part one of this devotional article, the Minister of 
Alfred Place Baptist Church in Aberystwyth expounds 
the distinctiveness of man’s creation from Genesis 
chapters one and two. We see clearly revealed in 
Scripture how special man is as the unique bearer 
of the Creator's image. 


Design and Origin of Birds 


Creation Out Of Nothing: A Biblical, Philosophical, 
and Scientific Exploration 


Dismantling the Big Bang: God’s Universe 
Rediscovered 
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The ostrich: 


a wonder of God's creation 





J. H. John Peet 





An inquisitive ostrich on a farm in Oudtshoorn, South Africa © 2007 Dirk Freder, www.istockphoto.com. 


Recently | was looking again at God's Ostriches eat mostly plants, but 

‘creation talk’ in Job 38-41 and was also insects, fruits, seeds, nuts, and some 

fascinated by his comments on the ostrich, | small animals (like lizards). They do not 

so | did some searching for more detail. need to drink as they can make their own 
The male and female ostrich have water internally; the rest they get from 

an obvious difference in their colours: the the vegetation. 

male is predominantly black whereas Their wings are clearly not 

the females (and the young) are greyish- designed for flying. The feathers and the 

brown. A popular myth is that they bury wing structure are different from those of 


their heads in the sand! They don’t — they flying birds. Rather, they provide insulation 
can't! If they did so, they would be unable against the temperature extremes and 

to breathe. They appear to be burying their have an important role in the courtship 
head in the sand because they deliberately | ceremony. In addition, these wings are for 
swallow sand and pebbles to help grind protection of their chicks. Fascinatingly, they 
up their food. have claws on each wing like the extinct 





Archaeopteryx and the modern Hoaizin, 
for example. 

The bird stands on two toes, with 
the bigger one resembling a hoot. This is a 
structure unique to ostriches and appears 
to aid it in running. They can reach 
speeds of 40 miles per hour. In fact, when 
threatened, ostriches run away, but they 
can also seriously injure with kicks from 
their powerful legs! 
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A popular myth is 
that they bury their 
heads in the sand! 


They produce the largest bird eggs: three 
to five pounds in weight (equivalent to 
about two dozen chicken eggs)! One of 
their eggs takes an hour to soft boil! An 
ostrich hen can lay 40-100 eggs per year. 
The eggs are incubated by the females by 
day and by the male by night (this matches 
the colour differences in their feathers: 
the male, for example, is camouflaged at 
night and the hen in the day). An ostrich’s 
first response to fear is to run away. This 
suggests that they do not stay to protect 
the eggs, but, in running, they attempt to 
distract a predator to follow them and so it 
gets lost and the eggs are unharmed. 
The bird has not only fascinated 
man, but is useful to him. They were 
hunted and farmed for their feathers, 
which used to be very popular as 
ornaments in ladies’ hats etc. Their skins 
were also valued to make a fine leather, 
apparently the strongest commercially 
available leather. Ostrich meat tastes 
similar to lean beef but is also low in fat 


A carton of eggs, with one that exceeds expectations — an ostrich egg! © 2007 Rick Rhay, www.istockphoto.com. 


and cholesterol, as well as high in calcium, 
protein and iron. 

Historically, their eggs have been 
used for various purposes. Ostrich egg 
beads have been found and it is believed 
that they originate from the African Middle 
Stone Age. They were probably made by 
cracking ostrich eggs, boring holes into 
the pieces and then smoothing them. 
Ethnographic records show similar pieces 
of jewellery are often used for trading or 
other forms of social interaction (Knight 
2004). An ostrich egg vessel was found in 
the Royal Cemetery in Ur (modern Iraq) and 
is displayed in the British Museum. 

The ostrich’s behaviour is also 


A male and female ostrich, Botswana © 2007 Roman Kazmin, www.istockphoto.com. 





. —s 


mentioned in the Bible as part of God's 


discourse to Job (39:13-18). It is described as: 


e joyfully proud of its small wings; 

¢ unmindful of the safety of its nest; 
e treats its offspring harshly; 

e¢ lacking in wisdom; 


e yet can put a horse to shame with 
its speed! 


Job had been challenging God's actions in 
his own life and God was asking him what 
right he had to do so. Could he control the 
heavens and the earth? Did he make and 
care for the animals? Of course not. He 
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did not understand nature so how could 
he expect to understand its Creator? Job 
humbled himself before God and repented 
of his arrogance. 

In that discourse, God pointed to 
the ostrich. What does human wisdom 
say about its origin? Perhaps it is seen 
as a mutation, an accident of nature. But 
God says, ‘| made it that way!’ This should 
make us pause to think before we make 
judgments about the world around us. 
Let us humbly consider the world and be 
careful in our scientific conclusions. ® 


Reference 





Knight, W. (2004). Ostrich beads indicate 
early symbolic thought, 315! March. 
htto://www.newscientist.com/article. 
ns?id=dn4839. Accessed on 18!" May 
2007. 


Note added in proof: Since this article was 
written, a new piece of research has been 
done on the ostrich’s running technique. 
When they turn, they are designed to do 
so with virtually no deceleration; sidesteos 
and crossovers also hardly affect the 
speed of motion. This is a unique property 
and aids their rapid motion. 
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Why evolutionism is wrong 
and creation is right 


Sylvia Baker 


How did you feel as you read the above 
headline? Did it strike you as rather 
controntational and arrogant? It was 
intended to mirror the title of a lecture 
being given last year in different parts of 
the country by Steve Jones, Professor of 
Genetics at University College, London. 
Steve believes strongly that ‘Creationism 
is wrong and evolution is right’ and is 
being given plenty of opportunities by 
the media to say so. The result has been 
many newspaper articles and TV and 
radio interviews dealing with this theme, 
particularly as it relates to the teaching 
of creationism in schools. 


Creationism is spreading 


Apparently, many school children and 
even teachers are now saying that they 
believe that the Earth and the living things 
it contains were all created in six days a 
matter of thousands, rather than millions, 
of years ago. Evidence to support this 
widespread belief in creationism came 
in a surprise result to a MORI poll carried 
out in January 2006. This found that 22% 
of the 2,112 respondents believed in ‘six- 
day creationism’. A further 17% believed 
that living things had originated by the 
intelligent design of a creator. Only 48% 
believed that life arose by a chance 
process of evolution in which God played 
no part. 


A personal story 


In 1965, belief in a six-day recent creation 
was almost unheard of and evolutionism 
was universally accepted. It was in that 
year that | went as an undergraduate to 
study biology at the brand new Sussex 
University. This was the first year that the 
biology course had been available and 
the new Dean of the School of Biological 
Sciences was a certain Professor John 


Maynard Smith. As everything was so 
new and there were only a few of us 

on the course, we undergraduates had 
more direct contact with him than would 
normally be the case. 

In 1965, Maynard Smith was 
already a well known evolutionist. He 
would go on to become one of the most 
respected evolutionary scientists ever, 
eventually receiving, amongst many other 
prizes, the Craford Prize for his contribution 
to evolutionary theory. This prize is 
acknowledged to be the equivalent of the 
Nobel Prize. 
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| abandoned beliet 
in evolution. 


A change of mind 


Maynard Smith was a brilliant, dynamic 
and inspirational scientist and teacher. 

| feel privileged to have been at Sussex 

at that time and owe a lot to him. 
Nevertheless, it was while | was at Sussex 
that | abandoned belief in evolution and 
became a despised ‘six-day creationist’. 

| have continued actively to follow the 
debate ever since and am more convinced 
than ever that the decision that | made 
then was the right one. 

What was it that caused me to 
change my mind? There were two gradual 
processes and one dramatic moment 
involved in my decision. As a teenager in 
the 1960s, | was gradually becoming more 
and more convinced that the Bible could 
be fully trusted. At the same time, | was 
becoming more and more sceptical about 
the nature of the evidence for evolution. 
Was there really conclusive proof that 


it had happened as it was supposed 

to have done? Where exactly was all 

this overwhelming evidence? It certainly 
couldn’t be found at Sussex. What could be 
found there were brilliant theoretical ideas, 
not hard evidence to do with the past. 


A dramatic moment 


The dramatic moment came during my 
final year, when | finally very tentatively 
voiced my doubts and was astonished at 
the reception that | received. It happened 
during a seminar in which we were 
discussing the evolution of the vertebrate 
eye. After a lengthy evaluation of the 
problem, none of us could see how it 
could possibly have happened. | hesitantly 
suggested that perhaps this meant that 
the eye had not evolved. | did not mention 
God, creation or intelligent design. | 

was simply taking our discussion of the 
evidence to its logical conclusion. | was 
completely unprepared for what happened 
next. My fellow students began to mock 
me for believing in God. The lecturer 
leading the seminar who until that moment 
had been gentle and encouraging 
became visibly agitated. He refused to 
debate the issue or to allow the discussion 
to continue. 


A refusal to debate 


This blind refusal to permit a debate told 

a powertul story and showed me that in 
the theory of evolution we are not really 
dealing with science but with an alternative 
belief system. Something very similar is 
happening now as Richard Dawkins and 
Steve Jones, both of them scientists of 
influence with a public platform, refuse to 
debate with creationists and instead use 
scornful mockery and misrepresentation to 
try to discredit those who disagree 

with them. @ 
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Bone of Contention - 
its history and influence 


Sylvia Baker 


During my time as an undergraduate 
at Sussex University, in the late 1960s, 
| became convinced that the theory of 
evolution was not supported by the 
evidence and that the Bible could be 
fully trusted when it taught of a ‘six-day’ 
creation. 

Having obtained a BSc from 
Sussex, | went on to obtain a higher 
degree in biology from London University 
and to undertake research for two years 
in a neurobiology laboratory. It was at 
this point that | was asked, in 1971, to give 
a series of five talks at the church | was 
attending at the time, Thornton Heath 
Evangelical Free Church. The plan was that 
| should give one talk per month and the 
pastor, Harry Waite, suggested some of 
the topics. In the end we agreed that the 
talks should cover the history of the rise 
of evolutionism, the fossil evidence, the 
genetic evidence, the age of the earth and 
the biblical approach to the origins issue. 

In preparing the talks, | had very 
little creationist literature to consult, except 
The Genesis Flood by Henry Morris and 
John Whitcomb, which had been published 
in the UK in 1969, together with one or 
two other sources. The talks certainly 
benefited from The Genesis Flood but our 
chosen topics covered a wider range than 
the scope of that book. For much of my 
material, | relied on evolutionist sources. 

The talks went ahead throughout 
1972 at roughly monthly intervals. For each 
one, | prepared some comprehensive 
notes on what | intended to say, had them 
typed out and duplicated and handed 
them out to those who attended the 
meetings. A year or two after this, Rev. 
Robert Horn, the editor of the monthly 
newspaper Evangelical Times, began 
attending my church and someone gave 
him the series of notes of the talks. He 


It had been decided to use a magazine 
format as the book was intended for a 
wide readership. 
The talks that gave rise to 
the book were designed 
for Christians, to encourage 
them to realise that the 
scientific evidence did not 
contradict the Bible, as was 
so often claimed. The book 
itself, however, was offen 
given to non-Christians, 
to those who would like to 
have faith but who sincerely 
believed that ‘science had disproved the 
Bible’, and even to complete sceptics. 
Before long, | began to hear of those who 
had come to faith in Christ as a result of 
reading it. 

In 1986, the second edition was 
published and editions one and two 
together sold more than 250,000 copies, 
selling widely in Australia and the US 
as well as the UK. The book was also 
translated into ten languages. In 2002 
the third edition was published, this 
time by the Biblical Creation Society. As | 
write in 2007, more than 30 years after 
it first appeared, Bone of Contention, the 
book that | had never intended to write, 
continues to sell. @ 


soon approached me, saying that with 
very little editing they would be suitable for 
publication as a series of articles 
in the newspaper. Those articles, 
each one corresponding to one of 
the talks, appeared in Evangelical 
Times from June to October 1975. 


Sylvia Bake 


rM.Sc. 





bone-of 


'S EVOLuTion TREE 


cr 7T 


66 


The book itself, 
however, was 
often given to 
non-Christians, to 
those who would 

like to have taith 

but who sincerely 
believed that ‘science 
had disproved the 
Bible’, and even to 
complete sceptics. 
Before long, | began 
to hear of those who 
had come to faith in 
Christ as a result of 
reading it. 





The articles generated a lot of interest 

and soon Bob Horn was approached by 
several publishers who wanted to publish 
them as a book. In April 1976, the first 
edition of Bone of Contention — Is Evolution 
True? was published by Evangelical Press. 





Bone of Contention author, Sylvia Baker. 


08 | Origins 46 





‘Back to creation basics’: 


Bob Allen tells the story of a personal journey of faith 


Bob Allen 


Bob Allen has recently retired from Baptist ministry in England 
after almost 40 years serving a number of churches. Most 
recently Bob was on the staff of Gold Hill Baptist Church, 
Buckinghamshire and before that was Minister of the Baptist 
Church in Billericay, Essex. He and his wife Pauline have since 
settled in the Forest of Dean on the border with Wales. Bob 
spent an encouraging half-day with us on the BCS Committee 

in September 2006 sharing something of his current plans 

for ministry in the area of creation and origins. Bob can be 
contacted via the BCS or via his own website www.truthbase.org. 


Bob tells his story: 


My name is Bob Allen. | have been a 
Baptist minister for almost 40 years but | 
did not always see the vital importance of 
being clear about the Bible’s teaching on 
creation. In my formative years growing 
up in South London | was profoundly 
influenced by a lovely Christian couple 
who believed the whole Bible from start to 
finish. All that was to change, however. In 
preparation for the Christian ministry | was 
encouraged to study a couple of A-levels 
— one of which involved the in-depth study 
of Genesis. From the beginning | was in 
trouble! My essays were returned covered 
in red ink, with comments like, “Suggest 
you read more widely”, and, “Isn’t this a 
bit naive?” | was introduced to the current 
‘mainstream scholarly’ view of the Bible. 
This was that it often borrowed from other 
sources, that it was interwoven with myths, 
and reflected the attitudes of the time of 
the writers. God was reduced to being little 
more than an interested spectator! This 


was a view that was later reinforced by 
subsequent degree studies in theology. 
Predictably | suffered a crisis of 
faith. If so much of the Bible was factually 
unreliable, how could | give my life to 
preaching it? Here was |, preparing to 
enter theological training at Spurgeon’s 
College in South London, while doubting 
inside whether | believed the Bible any 
more. Thanktully | was ‘saved’ by the truth 
of the Resurrection! | wrestled through to 
the realisation that even if the whole of 
the rest of the Bible were open to doubt, 
| could be certain of the fact of Christ — of 
his death and resurrection. With this crucial 
piece of ‘rock’ to stand on | entered college 
in 1964 — emerging four years later as a 
kind of ‘liberal evangelical’. | was strong 
on the gospel, but fearfully weak on the 
doctrine of inspiration — | reserved the right 
to edit bits of the Bible that didn’t fit in with 
modern thought or attitudes. It followed 
that | could happily reject not only big 
chunks of the Old Testament, but some 
of the teachings in the New Testament 


(especially the letters of Paul) as being a 
reflection of their time — without realising 
that | was simply being a reflection of 
my time! 

But in the mid-1970s, | was 
challenged over this ‘pick and choose 
approach’ by a friend that | had previously 
witnessed to, and seen come to the Lord. 
He later gave me a copy of Sylvia Baker's 
booklet Bone of Contention which came 
out first in 1976." | have to say that reading 
it revolutionised my thinking and my 
ministry. It helped me recover the Bible's 
teaching on creation and origins. 

In particular it gave me four things: 


e A coherent model of origins based 
on the scriptures that actually fitted 
the evidence far better than the 
evolutionary model | had come 
to accept. 


e Arealisation that the arguments 


| had accepted before had been 
‘loaded’ against the biblical view 


as though there was some sort 
of conspiracy to deceive - which 
of course there is! Here Sylvia’s 
account of her own experience at 
Sussex University, when debating 
the evolution of the eye in an 
undergraduate seminar, had a 
powerful effect on me. 


e An answer to the moral questions 
that are often raised such as, “How 
could such a good God have created 
so much suffering in the world?” It 
was our disobedience, our rebellion, 
through Adam’s disobedience, that 
was the cause of suffering. We, as a 
human race, had thrown the whole 
creation out of gear! 


e A renewed sense of awe and 
wonder at a God who was able to 
inspire men to write the Scriptures 
with such accuracy - often taking 
them beyond their own knowledge 
- but without removing their freedom 
and autonomy. 


Since that time my understanding of God's 
work in creation has deepened my sense 
of wonder at the power of God, who in 
spite of our foolishness, blindness and 
wilful rebellion continues to love us. Indeed 
he has sent his Son into this broken world, 
not only to redeem us, but ultimately the 
whole of his fallen creation. To God be 
the glory! 

| have also found through my years 
in pastoral ministry that a strong emphasis 
on the foundational themes of Genesis (as 
well as the more familiar emphases of the 
New Testament) has tended to build strong 
churches, with a high proportion of young 
people and so growing and maintaining 
the faith. To neglect these themes is 
like building a house with inadequate 
foundations. In the end no amount of 
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Bob Allen, former Baptist minister and convinced creationist. 


modern techniques, lively worship, or 
exciting presentations will cover over the 
cracks and in the end you will have weak 
congregations! 

Although | am now retired from 
full-time ministry, | continue to look for 
opportunities to speak on themes related 
to the authority and integrity of Scripture, 
the creation/evolution question, and the 
growing evidence from archaeology 
supporting the Bible. | am also working on 


developing a website, www.truthbase.org, 


which | hope will be a reference resource 


for any contacts who might want to ask 
more detailed questions and get further 
help in these vital areas. @ 


Footnote 





1. Copies of the latest edition are available 
for £3.50 from Christian bookshops 

and BCS: Baker, S. (2003). Bone of 
Contention: Is Evolution True? Revised Third 
Edition, Biblical Creation Society, Rugby, 
Warwickshire. 
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Visit to Poland 


Monday 16" - Sunday 22" April 2007 


Report by Sylvia Baker 
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The speakers at the 2007 Creation Conference in Poznan. From left to right: Paul Garner, Sylvia Baker, Werner Gitt. 


In April this year, Paul Garner and | had the 
privilege of spending a week in Poznan 
at the invitation of the newly-formed 
Biblical Creation Society of Poland. We 
addressed numerous meetings arranged 
by the society, including a special 
evening meeting for teachers and a day 
conference for church leaders. The latter 
was particularly encouraging, as some 
of the forty leaders who attended had 
travelled long distances, from as far away 
as Warsaw and Wroctaw. We also spoke 
on separate occasions to the children, 
teachers and parents of a small Christian 
school which opened in Poznaf last 
September. For three days of our visit we 
were joined by Professor Werner Gitt of 
Germany, who spoke about his research 
on information theory. 

On one occasion, we visited 
the neighbouring town of Sroda to take 
advantage of a most unusual opportunity. 
Local believers had organised an evening 
meeting in the hope of attracting local 


students. Through the good influence of 

a well-known former student, we were 
invited to tour the equivalent of the local 
sixth-form college, going into every class 
to speak briefly about ourselves and about 
why we would like the students and their 
teachers to attend our meeting later that 
day. We estimated that in this way we 
were able to address about 200 students 
and ten or so staff. There 
was one member of staff in 
particular, a biology teacher, 
who challenged us and was 
obviously troubled by what 
we had said. When the time 
for the meeting arrived, 

we were delighted to see 
about 100 people there, 
most of them students from 
the college. Our biology 
teacher was there as well 
and she provided some 
lively debate during the 
question time. 










The cover of the 
Polish edition of Bone of Contention. 





The main event of the visit was a 
conference held over three successive 
evenings. The society had advertised 

this very widely putting up well-designed 
posters all over the city, especially in 
departments of the local University. On 
average about 100 people attended each 
evening, many of them unbelievers. Again, 
the profile was of a relatively young group, 
including a number of students. 
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This ability of the 
local creationists to 
attract the interest 
of young people 
contrasted strongly 
with our situation in 
the UK. 


This ability of the local creationists to attract 

the interest of young people contrasted 

strongly with our situation in the UK. We 

were also very impressed 
with how much was 
achieved by such a small 
group of people. The 
Society, which came into 
existence formally just 

three months ago, 

at present has just 

16 members! 

One aspect of our 
visit was a great blessing to 
me personally. | was aware 
that a Polish edition of Bone 
of Contention had been 
published in about 1990, but 
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Paul Garner (with translator) speaking on evidence for a young world. 


| was not prepared for what | heard about 
how widespread the influence of the book 
had been. Everywhere | went, believers 
approached me to say that they had read 
it. Often they had a well-thumbed copy in 
their hands which they would ask me to 
sign. | was told by numerous people that 
this had been the first, and for a long time 
virtually the only, creationist literature in 
Poland after communism fell. Eventually, 
Paul and | were told a particularly 
dramatic story. Apparently, the translation 
and publication of Bone in Polish was 
organised from the city of Krakow. Scientific 
consultants were used who worked in 

the local University, in the Institute of 
Geology and their names were listed on 
the title page just inside the front cover. 

It was not long before their colleagues 

at the University discovered this and for 
months attempts were made to force those 
involved out of their jobs. Fortunately, the 
persecution was unsuccesstul. 

A conference is already planned 
for Poznaf in April 2008 and this time = 
the organisers would like to repeat it in ‘s —— = 
Warsaw. Their zeal is a challenge to us! @ ———— 





~ - Se _ 


Sylvia Baker addresses the conference on the philosophical underpinnings of evolutionary theory. 
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‘Old Or 
new’ or 





Kevin Charman 


At the end of 2006, the leading science 
journal Nature reported “220 million-year- 
old droplets of amber containing bacteria, 
fungi, algae and protozoans that are 
assignable to extant genera” (Schmidt 

ef a/ 2006). The authors state that these 
findings “provide insight into the evolution 
and paleoecology of the Lower Mesozoic 
microorganisms” and that “basal levels 

of food webs of terrestrial communities 
(biocoenoses) have undergone little or no 
morphological change from the Triassic to 
the Recent.” Perhaps most significant is the 
statement: “Our findings show that different 
genera, and even species, of microbial 
taxa have been able to survive geological 
epochs.” 

The authors of course make 
various assumptions in this report, namely: 
the amber is 220 million years old; the 
micro-organism DNA extracted /s trom 
the micro-organisms in the amber and 
is nota contaminant; the measures used 
to calculate genetic age, identity and the 
relatedness of, for example, bacteria, 
are accurate. 

This is not the first report of such 
claims to have found and even cultured 
bacteria in amber that is millions of years 


old (Lambert ef a/1998; Greenblatt ef 

al 1999) and found them to be “closely 
related” to extant genera and species. 
Similar claims have been made for 
bacteria isolated from 250 million-year- 
old rock crystals (Vreeland ef a/ 2000; 
Maughan ef a/ 2002). These claims seem 
fantastic and indeed they may be for 
some (Graur and Pupko 2001; Whitehouse 
2001) who assert that they cannot possibly 
be genuine as they are too similar to 
modern bacteria to be old — they are just a 
contaminant — despite rigorous procedures 
developed to ensure that any isolates are 
not modern-day contaminants (Maughan 
ef al 2002). 

Why such controversy over the 
age? The similarity of the 16S rRNA 
sequence does not fit the current model 
for nucleotide substitutions to estimate 
divergence of lineages with “closely 
related”, extant organisms, nor does the 
number of substitutions fit the proposed 
age differences (evolution rate) implied 
by comparisons with other organisms 
(Maughan ef a/ 2002), which relies heavily 
on generation rates. It seems that unless 
the organism is significantly different 
from extant genera, it is not going to 








be accepted as genuinely old by many 
evolutionary scientists. 

But answers based on different 
assumptions might better fit the data. The 
amber is not 220 million years old but 
much younger. The bacteria are genuinely 
old, centuries or even millennia, and in 
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Why such controversy 
over the age? 


common with related extant genera have 
much lower generation rates (Parkes ef 

a/ 2000) and so show fewer mutations 
(Maughan ef a/ 2002). The bacteria and 
other micro-organisms recovered are 
extant, not just related, but such is the 
diversity in the biosphere that they have not 
yet been discovered, along with the 99% of 
all microbes still awaiting discovery (Gewin 
2006; Mlot 2004; Sogin ef a/ 2006). Indeed, 
the idea of separate species in bacteria is 
coming under scrutiny and there is a move 
to consider them as a genomic continuity, 
and with this, a revision of the concepts of 


‘Old and 
new’? 





organism and evolution (Goldenfeld and 
Woese 2007). 

So what is the significance of these 
reports? For many of the reasons above it 
is difficult to place; we do not have all the 
facts we need, not on modern microbes 
and systems let alone ancient ones. The 
reports do show that not all bacteria are 
the rapidly mutating strains that have 
driven so much evolutionary science. The 
complexity and stability of these “ancient” 
microbial systems argue for systems that if 
they are extant, were probably around for 
a long time when they were encapsulated 
in amber. Such stability over multiple 
“geological epochs” lends more weight to 
good design than evolution. 

Back to the initial statements; it 
would appear logical that if multiple extant 
microbial genera are found in community 
at two different times, there has been little 
change in the community between those 
times, and hence the insight should be that 
the community is very stable and there has 
been little or no evolution! @ 
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Violence in 


William Worraker 


For most of the time since 1930 only 
Pluto was known to orbit the Sun beyond 
Neptune. However, the picture has 
changed drastically since 1992, when 
the first of a whole population of remote 
small bodies, 1992 QB,, was discovered. 
Around 1000 such bodies are now 
known, collectively termed either TNOs 
(Transneptunian Objects) or KBOs (Kuiper 
Belt Objects). 

While most of these are 
considerably smaller than Pluto, recent 
discoveries have revealed several much 
larger objects. Some of these compare in 
size with Pluto, and indeed one, Eris (or 
2003 UB3}3), is larger. Not only are these 
bodies relatively large, but they also have 
some very strange properties. For example, 
Sedna (2003 VB) has an extremely 
eccentric orbit, its distance from the Sun 
varying between 76 Astronomical Units 
(AU)? and almost 900 AU (Brown ef a/ 2004); 
a complete orbit takes over 10,000 years. 
On the other hand Buffy (2004 XRj99) has a 
low-eccentricity orbit close to 58 AU, though 
its inclination of 47° from the rest of the 
solar system is very high (Allen ef a/2006). 

Perhaps strangest of all, several 
large TNOs have moons, including Pluto 
(which has three), Eris (one) and 2003 
EL¢) (two) — hardly expected in the early 
1990s. This raises the question of their 
origin, since smaller TNOs appear not to 
possess so many companions (Brown ef a/ 
2006). Furthermore 2003 EL¢; seems to be 
shaped like a rugby ball, spinning rapidly 
in a period of 3.9 hours, and although 
rocky it is covered by a layer of water ice. 
Its orbit is tilted by about 30° trom the rest 
of the solar system; 2005 FYo is similar, 
and Eris has an even higher inclination 
(45°) and a very eccentric orbit too. 

Diverse origins have been 
proposed for these diverse objects. 


netherland 


Perhaps the most intriguing relates to 2003 
EL6;. Three smaller objects in similar orbits 
and with similar icy surfaces have recently 
turned up. This suggests that the group 
were formed in a single major collision 
when 2003 EL¢) acquired its strange shape 
and spin, the fragments forming the co- 
orbiting bodies and its moons (Barkume ef 
al 2006). If so, the energy of the collision 
must have been finely tuned. 
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L J 


When we view the 
Moon or study other 
scarred solar system 
bodies, God may be 
reminding us of his 
wrath against human 
sin, thus warning of 
qd fiery judgement to 
come (2 Peter 3:3-7). 
Our only retuge is in 
Jesus Christ. 


This new evidence of violence in the 

outer solar system is consistent with the 
cratering record of the inner planets and 
the damaged surfaces of most rocky 
bodies in the asteroid belt and beyond. In 
an evolutionary framework such evidence 
is attributed to a major bombardment of 
the solar system by asteroids and comets, 
culminating sharply in the ‘Late Heavy 
Bombardment’ of 3.8 billion years ago. In 
gd biblical framework it may record violent 





events at the time of the Genesis Flood, 
the Fall, or possibly during Creation Week,* 
thus speaking of God’s past judgements 
on mankind and the Earth. When we view 
the Moon or study other scarred solar 
system bodies, God may be reminding 

us of his wrath against human sin, thus 
warning of a fiery judgement to come (2 
Peter 3:3-7). Our only refuge is in Jesus 
Christ. @ 
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Kuiper Belt 


as : 


Asteroids 


The highly elliptical orbit of the Transneptunian Object, Sedna (2003 VB12) © 2007 NASA, hitp://solarsystem.nasa.gov/ 


Footnotes William J. Worraker has a BSc in Physics 

and a PhD in Engineering Mathematics. 

Currently employed as a developer of 

industrial software, he has been an active 

amateur astronomer for over 20 years The Transneptunian Object 2003 EL¢, which is known 
to possess two satellite objects © 2007 NASA, 

and has participated in collaborative http://solarsystem.nasa.gov/ 

professional-amateur observing projects 

on variable stars. 


1. Minor planet designations of the form 
1992 QB; refer to the year and date of 
discovery as explained on the International 
Astronomical Union webpage at http://cfa- 
www.harvard.edu/iau/info/OldDesDoc. 
html. 


2. 1 AU is the Sun-Earth distance, about 150 
million kilometres. 


3. See, for example, Faulkner (1999) and 
Hartnett (2003). A similar concept is 
explored by Robinson (2006), although 
an explicit link with biblical history is not 
discussed on Robinson‘s web page. 








We have seen that the Genesis record of 
the Fall of man from his state of perfection 
had dramatic consequences spiritually and 
for this present world. We must never lose 
sight of the fact that the Fall did not take 
God by surprise. Clearly the created order 
had the imprint (genetic and otherwise) to 
allow for the changes recorded in Genesis 


3 and in other parts of the Scripture. 
The Lord was gracious and immediately 
announced his predetermined plan 
of salvation. 

Salvation is the restoration of 
the created order. It begins now as a 
personal effect in the repentant, but will 
be complete in the fulfilment of time, 


when the cursed order finds its own 
redemption. The evolutionary approach 
has serious implications for the biblical 
doctrine of creation. A liberal theologian 
of a century ago commented, “Evolution 
is now approaching the citadel of our 
Christian faith. It is affecting Soteriology 
and Christology” (Wilson, 1925). 


We saw the nature of the Fall in 
the previous part of this series (Peet 2006). 
But what does this mean if the Fall was 
not real? If the Bible is wrong about evil 
(the Fall), then salvation has no meaningful 
significance and there would be nothing 
to be saved from (spiritually). 

Creation tells us that God cares 
about man. Evolution says we do not 
matter; we are just a part of a process that 
was managed by mutation and selection. 
Because he cares, God provided a means 
for our salvation. If we are just animals, 
why should he bother? Biblical creation 
says we must care too: it is an incentive 
for evangelism. 
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We have seen that 
the Genesis record of 
the Fall of man trom 
his state of perfection 
had dramatic 
consequences 
spiritually and for this 
present world. We 
must never lose sight 
of the tact that the 
Fall did not take God 
by surprise. 

The covenant of grace begins in Genesis 

3:15 with the assurance of a coming 


Saviour. What is the meaning of this 
promise if these passages are not 


historically true? This promise is to all 

men of all nationalities, for we are all 
descendants of Adam (Acts 17:26). If history 
only begins at Abraham —- and there are 
skeptics that would challenge even that! 

— then salvation is only available to Israel 
through the Abrahamic covenant since 

the covenant of grace made to Adam 

was fiction! 

The Creation is linked to our 
assurance of salvation. If we cannot 
trust Genesis 1:1, what about 3:15? If John 
1:1-3 is not factually correct, what about 
1:12, 3:16, etc? Genesis 1 and John 3 are 
intricately bound in John 1. Where do we 
draw the line? The Scriptures continuously 
link Christ as the Creator and Saviour in 
a single passage: John 1; Colossians 1]; 
Hebrews 1, for example. 

The Creation account also affects 
the doctrine of the atonement. Atonement 
is meaningless if sin is meaningless and 
that must be the case if human history 
is evolutionary rather than biblical. The 
Scriptures tell us that Christ a/ed for our 
sins. He died because that is the judgment 
for sin. That death was physical, not simply 
spiritual as theistic evolutionists would 
claim, just as his resurrection was physical. 

There is an important parallel 
passage (to Genesis 3) in 1 Corinthians 15. 
Verse 26 points out that the Lord’s work 
of salvation will be completed in his final 
triumph over death. This will arise when 
we are raised to eternal life, never to 
die again. 

The judgment for sin also included 
the “thorns and thistles”, so he wore a 
crown of thorns. As a result of his sin 
and the resultant curse, Adam and his 
descendants have experienced pain; 
in his crucifixion, the Lord experienced 
excruciating pain on our behalf. Because 
of his sin, Adam was excluded from the 


17 | Origins 46 


presence of God; Christ also experienced 
being forsaken by God on our behalf 
because he bore our sin. Adam became 
embarrassed because of his nakedness; 
so, our Saviour died naked, taking our 
shame. Because of his sin, Adam was 
denied access to the Tree of Life; our Lord’s 
death was on a tree: a new Tree of Life.’ 
These parallels are not coincidental and 
are lost if the evolutionary explanation of 
the origin of man and evil are correct. 
What of the recreation (new birth, 
2 Corinthians 4:6; 5:17)? Is the new creation 
evolutionary? Evolutionary psychologists 
say so! Many a Christian has been 
called on to explain his or her change of 
life. An evolutionary explanation is not 
forthcoming! In Romans 8:29, Paul speaks 
of restoring the image of the Lord Jesus 
in the believer. If it is to be restored, then 
it must have been there in the original 
creation as recorded in Genesis 1 and 2. B® 
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Footnote 





1. The faithful and penitent Ephesian 
Christian is promised food from the “tree 
of life” (Revelation 2:7), a probable allusion 
to the cross since the unusual word “tree”, 
xylos, is used elsewhere of the “accursed 
tree” on which Jesus died for sinners 
(Galatians 3:13; 1 Peter 2:24; Acts 5:30; 
10:39; 13:29). 
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The creation of man: 


part | 


Geoft Thomas 





"This is the account of the heavens and the earth when they 
were created. When the Lorp God made the earth and the 
heavens — and no shrub of the field had yet appeared on the 
earth and no plant of the field had yet sprung up, for the Lorb 
God had not sent rain on the earth and there was no man to 
work the ground, but streams came up from the earth and 
watered the whole surface of the ground — the Lorp God formed 
the man from the dust of the ground and breathed into his 
nostrils the breath of life, and the man became a living being.” 


GENESIS 2:4-7 (NIV) 


Genesis 1 centres upon God's work of 
creating the whole universe. Genesis 2 
focuses on the place that man has in 

the earth. In Genesis 1:1 the order is “the 
heavens and the earth” but in Genesis 2:4 
the order is “the earth and the heavens”. 

In the first chapter the activity embraces the 
entire cosmos, in the second chapter the 
activity centres on God’s making of our first 
parents in the Garden of Eden. We have 
been given the setting for the creation of 
man; now this is to be described in fuller, 
fascinating detail. 

We are made aware this is a new 
section by Moses, the human author, 
writing, “This is the account of...”(2:4). 
This is a common heading in the book 
of Genesis and occurs again in Genesis 
5:1, 6:9, 10:1, 11:10 and 27. It is saying that 
this section introduces a new genealogy, 
literally, a new ‘begetting’, a new chapter 
in this history. In it we are going to hear 
much of the Lorb God. This title for the 
Almighty, Yahweh Elohim, occurs twenty 
times in Genesis 2 and 3, but in all the 


rest of the Pentateuch it is found in a 
single place. 

Verses four, five and six are not 
straightforward; here is my understanding 
of them. The reference here seems to be 
back to the third day of creation. On the 
second day the sky and the seas were 
made. On the third day the continents of 
the earth were created and the plants 
covered them, but verse 5 says that two 
kinds of vegetation had not yet appeared, 
the “shrub of the field’ and the “olant 
of the field”. They could not appear yet 


because of the absence of two things. First, 


showers of rain on the desert would be 
needed to create the “shrub of the field” 
because these are the type of plants that 
rapidly spring up in a dry area after rain, 
but there was no rain yet. Then, secondly, 
men would be needed to cultivate the 
“olant of the field’ these are what we can 
call ‘garden’ crops, thinking of the great 
plantation that was soon to be made and 
called the Garden of Eden — as the county 
of Kent is dubbed the ‘Garden of England’. 


But there were no crops yet because there 
was no man to tend them; there were no 
grain fields, just wild vegetation. Both those 
difficulties are dealt with in our text. 

First, something translated in the 
NIV as a “stream” |v.6) would rise up from 
the earth to water the ground. This is a 
rare word in Hebrew; it occurs in only 
one other place in the entire Bible (Ezekiel 
32:6) and its meaning is just as perplexing 
there. The word could also be translated 
as ‘rain clouds’, or a ‘mist’, or as a ‘flow’, 
or as ‘waters of the deep’. What is made 
clear is that there is one God in the whole 
world who creates and calls forth these 
waters, and that is Jehovah God. He has 
to send them forth and enable fertility and 
life. It is not Baal, the Canaanite storm god, 
who does that. The one living Jehovah 
God sends rain upon Canaan, and this will 
be seen one day in the contest on Mount 
Carmel between Elijah and the prophets 
of Baal (I Kings 18). It is the living God who 
will hear from heaven his servants’ prayers 
and send forth the rain. 


Then, secondly, man himself must be 
created and this also is dealt with. We 

are told, “the Lorp God formed the man 
from the dust of the ground and breathed 
into his nostrils the breath of life, and the 
man became a living being’ \v.7). So let us 
proceed to examine the distinct creation 
of man. It is also the opportunity for us to 
embrace those features from Genesis 1 
that we temporarily laid aside. That man 
is a special creation of God is underlined 
in a number of ways in the text of Genesis 
land 2. 


1. Man’‘s creation was distinctive in the 
divine counsels that surrounded it 


“And God said, ‘et us make man” 
(Gen.1:26). The word ‘create’ /bara/ has 
been used sparingly in this chapter, only 

in verse one and also verse twenty-one, 
but now in the creation of human beings 
the word appears three times in one verse 
(v.27). In all the earlier acts of creation God 
simply gave the command. “And God said, 
Let there be...’ and there was...” But when 
it came to the creation of man God, as it 
were, paused and deliberated with himself 
saying, “Let us make man.” |t was not that 
he gave a command to the earth, “Lef 
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the earth bring forth man’ as it had been 
with the living creatures (w.20 and 24). 
God approaches the creation of man with 
the weightiest consideration. Something 
extraordinary is going to be made. This 
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God approaches 
the creation of man 
with the weightiest 
consideration. 
Something 
extraordinary is 
going to be made. 


concern of God as he approaches the 
creation of man can be contrasted to 
that of all the other creatures that he had 
made. Man from his origin was not to 
be on a par with the other creatures. As 
Kidner puts it helpfully, “The stress falls 
on [man’s] distinctness. ..the note of self- 
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“Yet, O LorD, you are our Father. We are the clay, you are the potter; we are all the work of your hand.” (Isaiah 64:8) © 2007 Sabrina dei Nobili, www.istockphoto.com. 


communing and the impressive plural 
proclaim it as a momentous step...” 
(Kidner, 1967, p.50). So there was the 
distinctiveness in the divine counsels when 
God said, “Let us make man.” 


2. Man’s creation was distinctive in the 
nature man was given 


‘Let us make man in our image, affer 

our likeness” (Gen. 1:26). This phrase is 
unparalleled in the record of the rest of 
God's creative acts. Everything else God 
formed was made “according to their 
kinds”. Look at verses 24 and 25 of the 
first chapter: “And God said, ‘Let the land 
produce living creatures according to 
their kinds: livestock, creatures that move 
along the ground, and wild animals, each 
according to its kind.’ And it was so. God 
made the wild animals according to their 
kinds, the livestock according to their kinds, 
and all the creatures that move along the 
ground according to their kinds. And God 
saw that it was good.” On five occasions 
we read the phrase “according to their 
kinds”. it means in accordance with God's 
design for these creatures. But when we 
come to the creation of man there is a 
radical differentiation from all the other 
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forms of life. Man is not made “according 
fo his kind”. The template, the exemplar 
that God has for the man he plans to 
make is not some other likeness that God 
has considered, the pattern is God himself! 
Man’‘s identity consists of God’s own image 
and likeness; it is the image and likeness 
which belongs to God intrinsically. God 
determines that this creature is going to 
be made like himself. Man is to be made 
in the very image of this mighty God of 
Genesis 1 and 2. What an endowment! 
What dignity! When David the psalmist 
thinks of this he is constrained to cry out, 
‘What is man that you are mindful of him, 
the son of man that you care for him? You 
made him a little lower than the heavenly 
beings and crowned him with glory and 
honour’ (Psalm 8:4-5). 

That man is made in the image of 
God is hugely significant. It means that the 
‘man in the street’ today is made in the 
image of God. He may be a psychopath, 
a drunkard or an atheist but he still bears 
the image. The image may be marred and 
defaced by sin. But like a ruined medieval 
castle it is still a ruined castle, not a ruined 
cottage. Men have lost their original 
righteousness through the Fall of their first 
parent, Adam, and their own sin but the 
image has not been totally obliterated. 
Traces of the divine image remain even in 
the most wicked or depraved of men. So 
for example, we read in Genesis 9:6 these 
words: “Whoever sheds the blood of man, 
by man shall his blood be shed: for in the 
image of God has God made man.” The 
horror of murder is this: that it is the violent 
destruction of someone made in God's 
image and likeness. It follows that we must 
ask what elements of the image of God 
remain in man. Here are four aspects of 
image-bearing: 


i. Knowledge and reason. Men 
and women have a mind and a 
conscience. A great deal has been 
lost as a result of the Fall. Man’‘s 
intellect has been disordered. Man is 
often mistaken as to matters of fact, 
origin, purpose, and destiny; but he is 
still a rational being. Man is capable 
of scientific investigation, impartial 
judgment, or maintaining ‘the rule of 
law’. He may be a competent scientist, 
qd brilliant writer or ad compassionate 
doctor. He may be worthy of credit in 
his field of work or study. He may be 


one of those in public life to whom, as 
Paul maintains, “honour” and “respect” 
are owed (Romans 13:7). The theory of 
relativity is not invalid simply because 
Einstein was an agnostic Jew. 

Every human being knows 
the rudiments of the moral law. He 
or she knows the wrongfulness of 
pornography, theft, dishonesty and 
greed. The Romans knew that even as 


they practised their moral perversions li. 


those who did such things were worthy 
of death (Romans 1:32). Governor 
Felix was not uncomprehending or 
blasé when Paul reasoned with him 
of righteousness, self-control and 
judgment to come (Acts 24:25). Felix 
trembled because his conscience told 
him that what Paul was saying was 
right. His tragedy was his inability to 
stop doing what was wrong and do 
what was right. 


cr 7 


66 


L a 


Every human being 
knows the rudiments 
of the moral law. 

He or she knows 

the wrongtulness of 
pornography, theft, 
dishonesty and 
greed. 


Man knows that the world has been 
made by an omnipotent and a glorious 
God. He understands this truth from 
the things around him which have 

the handiwork of God all over them 
(Romans 1:20). The sun setting over 
the western sea and the sight of 
swallows gathering for their autumn 
migration, both of these tell him of 

the living Creator who made them. 
Man suppresses this truth in his 
unrighteousness. He knows the being, 
the power, the goodness and the 
wrath of God. That is part of the innate 
mental and moral equipment of every 
human being, but he shuts out and 
distorts this knowledge. He says, “I will 


not have this God rule over me.” The 
unbelief of men and women who have 
been brought up in a Christian home 
but rejected the truth is not due to their 
ignorance of the Christian message 
but to their disobedience and defiance. 
So the fact that men are made in the 
image of God means that men do 
have knowledge. 


Freedom. Wen possess a vestigial 
freedom. God treely created all things. 
Of course, in his natural, fallen state 
man suffers trom the bondage of the 
will. His will tells him to reject Christ, 
ignore the Bible, never think of his 
eternal soul, dismiss any thoughts 

of prayer, never question what lies 
beyond death, and never to seek to 
know God for himself. Man, the slave 
to King Sin, resolutely obeys his master. 
Galatians 3:22 says, “But the Scripture 
declares that the whole world is a 
prisoner of sin.” Man freely submits 

to sin. He chooses to do so. He is 

not programmed to respond at the 
touch of a button. He makes his own 
decision to have nothing to do with his 
God. He is a free agent acting under 
no external compulsion. He is not 
being forced to say ‘no’ to Jesus Christ. 
There is no absolute necessity to reject 
the gospel. This is his free choice. 

We need to understand how 
important this is. It is not because of 
man’s animal ancestry that men kill 
other men. It is not some necessary 
stage in the develooment of humanity. 
It is not because of glandular 
reactions or other purely biological 
phenomena. Christians are no friends 
of determinists. Christians do not 
subscribe to the words ‘whatever will 
be, will be’. Rather we see all our lives 
as Christian believers as determined by 
the loving fore-ordination of our Father 
in heaven. We can sing: 


His decrees who formed the earth 
Fixed my first and second birth; 
Parents, native place, and time, 
All appointed were by him. 


Times the tempter’s power to prove; 
Times to taste the Saviour’s love; 

All must come, and last, and end, 
As shall please my heavenly Friend. 


Plagues and deaths around me fly; 
Till He bids, | cannot die; 


Not a single shaft can hit, 
Till the God of love sees fit. 


John Ryland (1753-1825) 


This, however, is a very different 
approach from saying that our lives are 
mapped out by remorseless factors in 
the environment like the influences of 
upbringing, and working conditions, 
and companions, and education, and 
the political values of our contemporary 
society and its goals. None of those 
factors force us to lie and cheat and 

kill and rape. We freely choose to do 
those things. Everything is gone if we 
throw out man’s freedom. Morality 

is gone if everything is determined 

and we are mere puppets. But the 
Christian message says that we are 
not prisoners of fate. Hold fast to the 
doctrine of man’s freedom! 
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Everything is gone if 
we throw out man’s 
freedom. Morality is 
gone if everything is 
determined and we 
are mere puppets. 
But the Christian 
message says that 
we are not prisoners 
of fate. Hold fast to 
the doctrine of man’s 
freedom! 


Ignore this and what a baleful 

effect this will have on crime and 
punishment. In Genesis 3 we are 
presented with man in the most perfect 
of environments and we see him 
falling into sin. Later on in Genesis we 
are presented with young Joseph far 
from home, meeting the seductions 

of a married woman and saying 

‘no’ (Genesis 39). Joseph overcame 
temptation and maintained his integrity 
in a very hostile environment. So we 
cannot plead, “The devil made me do 


it”. That response is thrown out of 
court. It is possible to transcend 

all those pressures. We are all 
answerable to God. You minimize that 
and you imperil the dignity of man. We 
refuse to stand before a man found 
guilty of a crime and say, “He is not 

to be punished. He cannot help it. 
What he needs is treatment.” That is 

a gross insult. There are a tiny group 
of mentally deranged individuals who 
cannot even enter a plea in a court 

of law, but the vast majority of law 
breakers are dignified men who when 
caught suffer just retribution. We ask 
from the legal system that the offender 
receive precisely the punishment his 
crime deserves, and when he has 
completed his sentence that he be 
freed again, his debt paid. 


A sense of beauty. The image of God 
in man means that man retains an 
aesthetic sense; in other words man 
has a sense of beauty. It follows that he 
can create and appreciate form and 
sound and can respond to it. That is 
how temptation came to Eve, when she 
saw that the tree was “oleasing to the 
eye” (Genesis 3:6). Even though there 
are dangers in man’s sense of beauty, 
nevertheless tribute is paid in Exodus 
to a man called Bezaleel whose gifts 
were especially in these areas. The text 
says that the Lorp God “has filled him 
with the Spirit of God, with skill, ability 
and knowledge in all kinds of crafts 

— to make artistic designs for work in 
gold, silver and bronze, fo cut and set 
stones, to work in wood and to engage 
in all kinds of artistic craftsmanship” 
(Exodus 31:2). 

We cannot ignore this aspect of 
human personality, for example in our 
evangelism. We recently promoted a 
visit fo our congregation in Aberystwyth 
of an American Christian named Sam 
Rotman who first visited us when he 
was converted 35 years ago. He was 
then a student at the New York Julliard 
School of Music. He spoke and played 
the piano for us last Spring. It was an 
evening with an artistic emphasis and 
we wanted to show that as Christians 
we care about music and about 
culture. The people who came along 
were not all Christians but they had an 
aesthetic sense because they are 
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made in the image of God and we 
wanted to acknowledge that. 

But are not our university towns 
full of warnings against placing too 
high a value on mere learning and 
culture? There is no salvation in the 
Arts Centre. There is no ‘birth from 
above’ in the lecture halls. There is no 
divine conversion in writing, sculpting, 
painting, composing and playing. They 
are not ‘man’s chief end’. We are not 
to live for those things. Culture is not 
our religion; the worst crime is not to 
be philistine. How many are utterly 
blinded to their true spiritual state by 
their appreciation of beauty of form? 

A further danger is that 
attractiveness and style can serve 
to obscure the evil of the content. It 
encourages a godless message to 
be received because the package in 
which it was offered was ‘outwardly 
attractive’. But much contemporary 
literature, film and television is basically 
degrading. 

Some helpful observations 
from Donald Macleod (1973) are 
relevant here. He writes, “All works of 
art have a message and the nature 
of that message is an important 
factor in the evaluation of the work 
as a whole. In the parables and 
discourses of our Lord, in the poetry 
of Isaiah and David, in the narratives 
of Luke and in the epistles of Paul, 
beauty is the handmaid of truth. 
Goya's genius proclaims the brutality 
of war. Shakespeare's analyses the 
subtleties of the human heart. Pascal's 
exposes the sophistries of the Jesuits. 
In Bunyan, Chalmers and Spurgeon 
art is wedded to the theology of the 
Reformation. But modern art proclaims 
with almost unanimous voice the 
tenets of ungodliness, and if we apply 
aesthetic criteria alone the evil goes 
undetected... The beauty of the form is 
too often used to excuse the obscenity 
of the substance. For [modern writers] 
it is enough that the work is well- 
written. It is irrelevant that it degrades. 
In this situation we must realize, first 
of all, how easily and how totally we 
are influenced by what we see and 
read. To quote Eliot again ‘it is just the 
literature that we read for amusement 
or purely for pleasure that may have 
the greatest and least suspected 
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influence upon us. Hence it is that the 
influence of popular novelists, and 

of popular plays of contemporary 

life, requires to be scrutinised most 
closely.’ We must [also] ask, What is 
the message? And we must evaluate 
the message in the light of ethical 
and religious considerations. ‘We 
must tirelessly criticise it’, wrote Eliot, 
‘according to our own principles, and 
not merely according to the principles 
admitted by the writers and by the 
critics who discuss it in the public 
press.” 


iv. Relationships. The image of God is 
shown in man’s relationality; in other 
words, man’s capacity to experience 
close communion with other people. 
There have been great friendships in 
the world, like Samuel Johnson and 
James Boswell, and Samuel Coleridge 
and William Wordsworth. One hears 
of the contemporary friendship of 
Matt Damon and Ben Affleck in Los 
Angeles. In the history of the church 
there have been friendships like David 
and Jonathan, Paul and Timothy, or 
William Cowper and John Newton. 
How precious are our friends. Today’s 
newspapers with their lonely hearts 
pages, show us men and women 
looking for a companion. But the first 
article of the Christian faith is that God 
is one, but the one God is not solitary. 
He is triune; there is Father, Son and 
Holy Spirit. This is reflected in the life 
of man. It is not good for a person to 
be alone. Take community away from 
him and he will be the most miserable 
of creatures. Of course, people are 
affected by sin in each part of their 
beings but they are still capable of 
natural affection. Husbands and wives 
are bound together in the commitment 
of total, life-long and exclusive love. 
There is affection between parents 
and children. All men and women are 
made in the image of God and so 
are built to relate to other people. 

The longing for relationship 
shows itself in the fellowship of 
Christian believers who come 
together for mutual support and 
affection. That is why division in a 
local church destroys peace of mind, 
takes sleep away, damages the lives 
of many in the congregation; we 


need the friendship of the family of 
faith. Man‘s loneliness is one of the 
basic characteristics that the Gospel 
addresses. In the world he finds 
competitiveness, rivalry, prejudice and 
animosity. A man finds Christ and 
finds at the same time the fellowship 
of those who are also finders. The 
church is to be a healing community. 
Its ethos and influences should be 
ruthlessly sanctifying. The victims of a 
callous society should find acceptance, 
and love, and sympathy. To the 
Christian not only Christ is precious, 
the congregation, the body of Christ, 
is precious too. But most of all we 

are made for communion with God. 
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A man finds Christ 
and finds at the 
same time the 
fellowship of those 
who are also finders. 
The church is to be a 
healing community. 


This was the original relationship, one 
of peace and love, but its disruption 
hasn‘t destroyed man’s need for it. As 
Augustine of Hippo memorably put 

it, “God has made us for himself and 
our hearts are restless until they find 
their rest in him”. “Come to me...and / 
will give you rest”, says the Son of God 
(Matthew 11:28). It is to this original 
relationship with the living God that 
the gospel of grace re-instates us. 


3. Man’‘s creation was distinctive in the 
Lordship with which man was invested 


‘Rule over the fish of the sea and the birds 
of the air, over the livestock, over all the 
earth, and over all the creatures that move 
along the ground” (Genesis 1:28). All the 
animals, and birds and fish and insects 
have been made. Finally man is made and 
given dominion over them. Man is made in 
the image of God. Since God is sovereign 
then man’s likeness to God involves the 
exercise of a corresponding sovereignty. 
He is God's vice-regent because he is 


like God. He is king of all upon earth, but 
subject to the King above. It is impossible 
to consider man on a par with other 
animals. In so many ways God has made 
him different from them and given him 
authority over them. In his very anatomy 
this is evident. In this way man‘s hands 
are unique: the tip of each of our fingers 
is able to touch the tip of the thumb, and 
the thumb itself can move across the palm 
of the hand to point to each finger. This is 
a ‘star feature’ of the human hand. Man 
alone has a hand like that. 

Again, man walks on two legs, 
not four like the animals, so the foot has a 
large surface of contact with the ground; 
the hip socket is in a different place in 
man. Man stands erect; his backbone is 
vertical not horizontal. Man has frontal 
vision to see the way he is going. Man 
has an enlarged brain, and a reduced jaw 
and weaker teeth. His body is hairless; 
his palate is dome-shaped like a letter ‘C’. 
When God made man he made all these 
features together. They are the physical 
features needed for dominion over every 
other creature, even before we consider 
man’s superior intelligence and powers 
of concentration. ® 


To be continued... 


© Geoff Thomas, 2006 
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Reviewed by Richard and Ruth Ward 





This book both examines birds as a class of creatures, and the 
features shown by many individual species. 

Chapter 1 considers their very sophisticated design and 
the many features needed for flight. Their skeleton is described in 
some detail, as are their breathing system, song, muscles, feet, 
beaks and sight. Of bird song the author writes, “Such superb 
design cannot be put down to massive numbers of evolution’s 
‘chance mistakes”. Similar comments occur more frequently as 
the book progresses, to add to the reader's confidence in creation. 
Fascinating details of more than 120 species are mentioned when 
describing beaks and digestion. 

The second chapter discusses feathers, the “lightweight 
miracles of engineering design”, and flight. Technical terms are 
explained as necessary. A great number of examples are given 
in the description of flapping flight, gliding, soaring, the four basic 
wing shapes and how these suit the varied environments and life 
of different species. “Flight is astonishing”, the author concludes, 
“and so much more than mere feathers, bones and muscles... 
Remember that God maintains it all ‘with the word of His power”. 
Details are given of the precision needed to produce the iridescent 
colours which make birds so beautiful. 

There follows an excellent chapter on the marvel of bird 
migration. The author shows his knowledge of current ideas as to 
how they do it so accurately and consistently. 

The chapters on courtship and breeding, nests and eggs, 
are full of interest, describing the problems and how they are 
overcome. Among many interesting facts, the author precisely 
describes a woodcock’s flight round its territory. 

Chapter 6, the longest in the book, headed, Origins: 
creation or evolution? deals with animals in general but 
emphasises the problems with the fossils suggested as 
intermediate between reptiles and birds. There is a very well 
explained argument against scales turning into feathers. Many 
other sound arguments are given, but the author does include 
the suggestion that ‘survival of the fittest’ is a tautology: this is 
not now considered to be a valid anti-evolution argument. A 
weak argument used is that a freak cannot pass on its changed 
characteristic unless it mates with a similar freak: this only applies 
if the change is recessive. Another argument which should not be 
used is the sun’s missing neutrinos. This chapter has very good 
sections on Darwin’s finches, entropy, homology, ring speciation 
and false reconstructions. 
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or 


Design and 
Origin of Birds 


The last chapter refers to birds in the Bible, in mythology, 
in ancient religions, in the Renaissance, and discusses such topics 
as falconry, conservation, farming techniques, and birdbrains. 
The author tells of his life involvement with birds. He states, “This 
book is a celebration both of them, and more importantly, [their] 
Creator.” He ends the book with his views on the world situation 
today and where he sees this in Biblical prophecies. 

At the end he admits that he is “obviously not a scientist 
but an artist, yet trained to observe carefully.” The book throughout 
is illustrated with his beautiful line drawings of many of the 
features he describes. However the book would have benefited 
from more caretul editing, as many of the illustrations do not 
appear on the page where they are described, and some are 
poorly or inadequately labelled. There are some inaccuracies in 
his calculations and facts (e.g. it is the bar-tailed godwit that has 
the up-curving bill, not the black-tailed). Also some parts of the 
narrative are clumsily constructed and subjects are not presented 
in a very orderly way. More sub-headings would have 
been helpful. 

Our biggest disappointment is that the book would have 
been an excellent evangelistic tool to give to non-Christian friends 
interested in birds, if it had not, as early as chapter 1, presumed 
its readers were Christians! Even so, the book has given us keen 
birdwatchers a fascinating insight into our feathered friends, and 
a greater appreciation of the power and wisdom of our great 
Creator God. ® 


Richard and Ruth Ward are members of Emmanuel Church in 
Salisbury and are both keen birdwatchers. 
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Reviewed by Andrew Cullen 





The subtitle of this book calls it an ‘exploration’, which is a good 
description. Although the authors indicate the conclusions they 
themselves have reached, they do explore the range of issues 
arising in relation to creatio ex nihilo in various disciplines. The 
authors explain some very difficult concepts quite clearly, and 

the book could serve as a reasonable introduction to some of 

the major issues in contemporary philosophy, cosmology and 
Biblical studies. It is not a book to be picked up lightly, however. Its 
rigorous analysis requires quite an investment of time and mental 
energy, and | wouldn’t recommend it to the casual reader! 

The introduction sets out a concise overview of where the 
rest of the book is going to lead. The chapters that follow set out 
the Old and New Testament witness to creatio ex nihilo, as well 
as that of Inter-Testamental literature and the Church Fathers. The 
authors then explain what is meant (and what is not meant) by 
the doctrine, and deal with various metaphysical models to show 
that the doctrine is at least plausible, if not highly probable. The 
final part of the book turns to the scientific considerations, again 
showing that creatio ex nihilo is consistent with, and probably 
demanded by the evidence of the natural world, especially 
cosmology. 

Creationists will balk at the authors’ unquestioning 
acceptance of the Big Bang model, without consideration of 
young-earth models of the universe. However, the bulk of these 
chapters is devoted to dealing with those models that seek to 
deny a beginning of the universe altogether: including the steady 
state model, oscillating models, vacuum fluctuation models, 
inflation, quantum gravity, string cosmology and the possibility of 
self-creation. In this regard, 
the book is of value to creationists despite its acceptance of the 
Big Bang. 

The chapter on the Old Testament focuses mostly on 
Genesis 1, with a thorough analysis comparing it with similar 
literature from its Ancient Near Eastern context, considering the 
translation of verse 1, discussing the meaning of the verb bara 
(‘create’), as well as other structural and linguistic arguments. 

The authors then survey a range of other Old Testament material, 
concluding that a strong cumulative case can be made for creatio 
ex nihilo, even if there is no single conclusive piece of evidence. 

Their discussion of New Testament material is less 
compelling, although they provide sufficient evidence that the 
Old Testament worldview was continued in the New to place the 


Creation out of 
Nothing ° 


nliare; 


burden of proot firmly on those who wish to deny the doctrine. 
They point out, quite correctly, that it is no embarrassment that the 
Bible does not explicitly mention or define the doctrine. This does 
not show (as many would have it) that the doctrine is a second 
century invention. On the contrary, doctrines don’t need to be 
defined or defended until they have been challenged, so if the 
Hebraic worldview depended on (what we now call) a doctrine 

of creation from nothing, and the early church continued with this 
view, it would not have needed to be defined or defended until 
this worldview was brought into regular conflict with the opposing, 
Greek, view of an eternally-existing world. Far from being a 
Hellenistic innovation, then, the doctrine is more plausibly seen as 
a formal statement against Hellenism of something that Jews and 
Christians had always believed implicitly. 

As they move on to consider philosophical arguments, 
Copan and Craig set out to define what is meant by the doctrine. 
In particular, they seek to distinguish creation from conservation, 
which have become confused, partly because of the similarity 
of the Latin terms creatio originans and creatio continuans, and 
partly because of modern theologians’ desire to avoid a contflict 
with science by positing a beginning that could potentially be 
disproved: better to have a doctrine of creation that involves 
creation’s dependence on God without speaking to the field of 
history! 

In this discussion the authors have to delve into the two 
theories of time, the A-theory and the B-theory. The A-theory 
follows our intuitive notions, that we exist in the present, but the 
past no longer exists and the future is yet to exist. The B-theory 
suggests that the whole of four-dimensional space-time exists 
tenselessly, with events located by tenseless dates, and ordered 
by tenseless before and after relations. Our perception of the 
priority of the present is psychological egocentrism, without any 
basis in ontology. 

At this point comes one of the major gaps in their case. 
Given the weight that Copan and Craig place on the necessity 
of an A-theory of time, | don’t feel that they adequately defend 
it. They give some reasons against the B-theory, but nothing 
that persuaded me that the B-theory could not form part of an 
orthodox Christian theology — especially since a timeless God 
(which they advocate) must surely stand in relation to the world as 
a B-theorist rather than an A-theorist! If creatio ex nihilo depends 
on an A-theory, Copan and Craig need to do much more to 


defend it. They compound their omission by twice later in the 

book (p.212 and p.252) closing off other arguments by saying that 
only a B-theorist could reject the argument, thereby begging the 
question. Admittedly, as | noted before, the book is an ‘exploration’ 
rather than an argument, but since the authors make clear that 
they regard creatio ex nihilo as essential to Christian theology, 

and they regard A-series time as essential to the doctrine, | 

would have expected them to defend it more rigorously! They 

do however, provide a footnote to another book that one of the 
authors has written on the subject (Craig, 2001). 

The second philosophical chapter explores the question of 
abstract objects (i.e. properties such as brown-ness, mathematical 
entities such as the number 3, and propositions such as ‘George 
Bush is president of the USA’) and how they fit into the doctrine of 
creation. Do abstract objects exist, and if so, were they created? 
They explore the views of absolute creationism, fictionalism 
and conceptualism. The first view is essentially Christianised 
Platonism: abstract objects do exist, and depend on God for their 
existence. However, this raises additional problems: firstly, that 
the creation of abstract objects is taken as necessary, thus limiting 
God's freedom, and secondly, that their creation must have 
been eternal not temporal, both limiting the scope of creatio ex 
nihilo to a negligibly small proportion of all created objects, and 
introducing the paradox that God must create his own properties! 
The authors prefer one of the other views, therefore. Fictionalism 
is the view that abstract objects exist only as a function of minds 
that are seeking to describe and delimit the world, but do not exist 
in the world itself. Conceptualism — the preference of Christian 
theologians since Augustine — says that the reality of abstract 
objects is that they exist in God’s mind. Copan and Craig discuss 
the pros and cons of all these views in a highly stimulating 
overview of the subject. 

Their final philosophical chapter deals with philosophical 
arguments for a beginning to time, which rest on the impossibility 
of having had an actual infinity of past moments. They separate 
out actual intinities from pofential infinities. The latter may be 
exemplified in Zeno’s paradox:' this example shows a pofential 
infinity (because the increments of time could potentially be 
divided infinitely many times) not an actual infinity. Their argument 
against the existence of an actual infinity is persuasive, but its 
application to proving that the universe had a beginning did rest 
on an A-theory of time. | also wondered if they had defined an 
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‘event’ rigorously enough that an opponent would be obliged to 
say that there must have been an infinite succession of events if 
there was no beginning. 

In summary, this book explores a wide range of issues 
and is well written. It will aopeal particularly to those of a 
philosophical bent, though the early chapters are also worth 
study for students of Biblical and Church History. It is not a light 
read, but is highly stimulating. Although leaving a few substantial 
questions unresolved, it is a thorough exploration of the meaning, 
importance and plausibility of the doctrine of creatio ex nihilo. 


Reference 





Craig, W.L. (2001). Time and Ffernity. Crossway, Wheaton IL. 


Footnote 





1. If the hare and the tortoise start the race at time to, with the hare 
Starting behind the tortoise, then at time t; when the hare reaches 
the tortoise’s starting point the tortoise has moved forwards to a 
new point, and at time t2 when the hare reaches that next point, 
the tortoise has moved on again — so the hare can never overtake 
the tortoise! 


Andrew Cullen is currently doing a PGCE (teacher training) in 
Religious Studies, having graduated in Natural Sciences and 
Theology trom St John’s College, Cambridge in 2005. 
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Dismantling the Big Bang: God's Universe Rediscovered 


Reviewed by Ray Trainer 





With recent experience of having read some poorly-written 
creationist literature consisting of verbose prose and 
inconsequential arguments, | approached this book, Dismantling 
the Big Bang by Alex Williams and John Hartnett, with some 
trepidation. However, my anxiety proved misplaced. The book 

is well-structured, moves at a sensible pace, and manages to 
keep the reader's attention to the last page. More importantly, the 
arguments put forward are balanced and compelling. Though 
the specific purpose of the book is to relate modern big bang 
theory to a Biblical worldview, its scope is broader, dealing with 
the full Biblical model of creation in its relationship to the physical 
sciences. The book will prove useful specifically for Christians 
grappling to come to terms with what they encounter in popular 
and seemingly authoritative scientific declarations on cosmology 
and the origins of the universe. For this purpose, the book is 
warmly recommended. 

The first three chapters are introductory, suitably setting 
the scene for the core chapters which follow. Chapter 1 is 
somewhat unusual; giving to us an interesting, though perhaps 
overly long, history of cosmology. Chapter 2 is more important; 
establishing the foundational issue of differing worldviews and the 
assumptions that underlie them. It is offen a naturalistic worldview 
that drives many of the ad hoc premises and explanations found 
within today’s prevalent cosmological theories. Chapter 3 is an 
excellent and needed overview of the cosmological tools of the 
trade. It explains such interesting concepts as the four forces of 
physics, black holes, quantum mechanics, and the cosmological 
constant. There is even a gallant and reasonably successful 
attempt to explain ‘string theory’ and ‘m-theory’. This chapter is 
necessary in order for the reader to understand correctly many 
of the issues and problems which lie within the big bang theory 
and which are brought to our attention later within the book. 

After setting the scene, the authors now come to the 
heart of their subject. In chapter 4, the authors diligently work 
through all the various phases of the standard big bang model 
of the origin of the universe, phases that range from the initial 
point-singularity to the formation of new galaxies, solar systems, 
and planets as we see them today. If only at the level of popular 
science, this chapter is highly informative and enjoyable. However, 
in documenting the many serious concerns that undergird this 
standard model of origins, it is even more useful in illustrating 
just how immature and insubstantial the theory currently stands. 
| was particularly struck by how many ad hoc assumptions are 
required merely to get this cosmological theory into some sort of 
working order. For example, though the initial singularity of this big 
bang model is, as the authors quite rightly say, “a thermodynamic 
dead end”, surprisingly even the ‘smoke-and-mirrors’ of that 
inexplicable event are not enough; a second bizarre and so far 
unexplained period of ‘inflation’ is also required in order to get 
the universe to adequately expand. Another serious problem is 
how precisely do solid objects, such as stars and planets, form 
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out of just an expanding and homogenised mass of gas. No 
compelling naturalistic mechanism has been put forward for 

this initial formation of these solid objects within the universe. In 
summarising this chapter, the authors give a most apposite quote 
from a recent open letter to the scientific community signed by 
thirty-three scientists and published in the 22 May 2004 edition of 
New Scientist “Mhe big bang today relies on a growing number 
of hypothetical entities, things that we have never observed 

— inflation, dark matter, and dark energy are the most prominent 
examples. Without them, there would be a fatal contradiction 
between the observations made by astronomers and the 
predictions of the big bang theory...the theory can’t survive 
without these fudge factors.” (The full letter is reproduced in an 
appendix of the book.) 

After dealing with the big bang theory itself, the authors 
move on, in chapter 5, to consider the troublesome topic — at least 
for creationists — of ‘starlight and time’. For me, this chapter was 
the highlight of the book. The authors begin by carefully explaining 
what the problem is and also why the usual ‘appearance of age’ 
solution does not satisfy in this case. Starlight simply created with 
an appearance of age would imply some level of deception on 
the part of God for all events (as opposed to objects) apparently 
occurring before creation itself. Examples of such events are 
supernovae, one of which — in forming the glorious Crab Nebula 
— was seen in July 1054. However, this problem, difficult though 
it is, is not insurmountable. A potential answer is foreseeable 
by the bringing in relativistic time dilation. Two models using this 
relativistic mechanism are described in the book, viz Humphreys’ 
White Hole Cosmology and Harnett’s Young Solar System Model. 
Both these ideas need much more work doing on them, but they 
do show the way the final solution to the problem will come and 
that there are good alternatives to the standard big bang model. 
Interestingly, Professor Stephen Hawking has also begun to 
explore relativistic time dilation in his own work on the origin of 
the universe. 

Chapter 6, the third and final significant chapter in the 
book, moves back to explore the Biblical model for origins 
and how it relates to current cosmological knowledge. Without 
evolutionary preconceptions, we discover, as expected, that 
the Bible sets forth a universe consonant with what we observe 
around us. The book closes with a direct comparison between the 
big bang model and the Biblical model — concluding that both are 
based on philosophical foundations but that the Biblical model is 
the better alternative — and a final, brief chapter discussing future 
trends in cosmology. ® 


Ray Trainer has a Research MSc in Pure Mathematics from the 
University of Liverpool and subsequently worked in various 
capacities for IBM, both in the UK and the USA, for over 20 
years. He was recently inducted as the new pastor of Holylake 
Evangelical Church in the Wirral. 
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